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Abstract 
Giving the crucial role of organizational context in shaping individual attitudes 
and behaviors at work, in this research we studied the effects of collective work-unit 
Perceptions of Social Context (PoSC) on individual work resilience and two key 
individual outcomes: job satisfaction and job performance as rated by the supervisor. 
We theorized that collective PoSC act as antecedents of individual variables, and that 
individual job satisfaction mediates the relationship between collective PoSC and job 
performance, and between work resilience and job performance over time. A sample of 
305 white-collar employees, clustered in 67 work-units, participated in the study. 
Hierarchical linear modeling highlighted that collective PoSC are significant related to 
individual work resilience. Moreover, results showed that individual job satisfaction 
fully mediates the relationship between collective PoSC and individual job performance 
and the relationship between individual work resilience and individual job performance. 
At a practical level, results suggest that interventions on collective PoSC may increase 
work resilience, job satisfaction and job performance over time at the individual level.  
 
Keywords: Perceptions of Social Context, Resilience, Job Satisfaction, 
Performance, Hierarchical Linear Modeling 
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From Social Context and Resilience to Performance through Job Satisfaction: A 
Multilevel Study over Time 
Scholars have increasingly recognized the crucial role of the organizational 
context in shaping individual attitudes and behaviors at work (Griffin, 2007; Johns, 
2006). Although most studies have embraced an individual perspective (Diestel et al., 
2014), people are not isolated actors in the workplace, but rather their perceptions, 
feelings and behaviors are influenced by their interactions with others (Mowday and 
Sutton, 1993; Pfeffer, 1991). Hence, it is fundamental to take into consideration not 
only how employees individually represent the organizational context, but also their 
collective perceptions of it. Recent theoretical developments and empirical findings call 
for a broader perspective that explicitly takes into account higher levels of analysis (e.g., 
work-unit) when predicting individual job attitudes and behaviors (Diestel et al., 2014). 
The need for a multilevel framework that adds the collective level of analysis to the 
traditional individual level stems mainly from the increasing relevance of work-units in 
organizations. In fact, in the past two decades, teamwork has become the common 
choice when organizations restructure their workforces to achieve greater flexibility 
(Burke et al., 2006), productivity and motivation (Li et al., 2014), making work-units 
highly responsible for key organizational outcomes (He et al., 2014).  
Given these premises, the current study focuses on Perceptions of Social Context 
(PoSC1), defined as the set of positive perceptions by employees of the behaviors 
enacted by the most relevant social constituents within the organization (i.e., top 
management, immediate supervisor, and colleagues) (Borgogni et al., 2011a; Borgogni 
et al., 2010b). PoSC have been studied within the framework of social cognitive theory 
(Bandura, 1986) to emphasize the role of the individual as an agentic being in the 
                                                          
1 Presented in previous studies with the acronym PoC, Perception of Context (Borgogni et al., 2011). 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  5 
 
context construal process, and they have been examined in relation to individual job 
attitudes and organizational behaviors. However, the concept of PoSC should not be 
limited to the individual level of analysis. Indeed, as employees are collectively exposed 
to the same work environment, the meaning attached to contextual features is socially 
construed, leading to a common interpretation, understanding, and attitudinal evaluation 
of the job experience (Kozlowski and Hattrup, 1992; Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). Thus, 
perceptions about organizational social constituents are shared within the work-unit, 
determining the emergence of a collective level of PoSC.  
The urgent need to study the collective perceptions of the immediate social 
context is even more evident given their consequences for the individual and the overall 
organization.  Although this evidence comes largely from aggregations of climate 
perceptions, we expect the same dynamics for PoSC because work-unit contextual 
perceptions may influence individuals’ functioning and attitudes toward the job, such as 
job satisfaction, affecting individual and organizational productivity (Ostroff, 1993; 
Parker et al., 2003; Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). With specific regard to individual 
functioning, the organizational context may encourage or discourage the emergence of 
positive personal resources, such as resilience at work. According to the Conservation 
of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989), the resources available to the individual 
and the group tend to aggregate and sustain one another, creating caravan passageways, 
defined as environmental conditions that support, enrich, and protect individual’s 
resources (Chen et al., 2015). Hence, positive PoSC can be seen as the contextual 
conditions that contribute to building up employees’ personal resources.  
Within the presented theoretical framework, this study adopts an innovative 
approach and examines PoSC at the work-unit level of analysis. It not only intends to 
verify whether positive collective PoSC promote employees’ satisfaction with the job, 
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as already shown at the individual level (Borgogni et al., 2010a; Borgogni et al., 2011a), 
but it also assumes a positive association between collective PoSC and positive personal 
resources, such as work resilience. This, in turn, may increase job satisfaction (Larson 
and Luthans, 2006; Youssef and Luthans, 2007). Indeed, highly resilient individuals 
adapt more easily and bounce back more successfully after negative events in the 
workplace, thus obtaining greater satisfaction (Larson and Luthans, 2006; Youssef and 
Luthans, 2007). Finally, as job attitudes represent a key factor in sustaining productivity 
(Riketta, 2008), collective PoSC and individual resilience may increase job satisfaction 
and, consequently, enhance job performance. More specifically, our objectives are to: i) 
examine the cross-level relationship between collective PoSC and individual work 
resilience; ii) analyze the cross-level association between collective PoSC and 
employees’ job satisfaction over time; iii) corroborate the link between work resilience 
and job satisfaction at the individual level over time; and iv) investigate the extent to 
which job satisfaction mediates the relationship between collective PoSC and 
performance and between work resilience and performance over time. To describe the 
interrelationships among variables measured at different levels (i.e., individual and 
collective), the analytic strategies used must explicitly account for the nested nature of 
the data and take into consideration all the potential group membership effects when 
examining the hypothesized relationships (Hofmann et al., 2000; Raudenbush and Bryk, 
2002). Therefore, we employed a multilevel design with data gathered at two distinct 
time-points. 
Collective PoSC and Individual Resilience 
The set of behaviors considered in PoSC have been identified as prototypical 
across diverse organizational contexts (Borgogni et al., 2011a), and they cover both 
productive and socio-emotional aspects of interactions in the work context. Indeed, 
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work groups carry out and simultaneously pay attention to: task-related behaviors, 
which are instrumental in goal achievement and production; and relation-care behaviors, 
which respond to inner needs for individuation and belongingness (Bales, 1950). 
Although positive perceptions originate within the person, collective PoSC 
represent an emergent construct that is the product of the exposure to collective 
situations and of members’ interaction within the team, leading to the convergence of 
shared perceptions (Kozlowski and Ilgen, 2006). Thus, collective PoSC are defined as 
shared or collective positive perceptions of the prototypical constituents of the social 
context, working at the collective level as a broad concept which reflects the overall 
work-unit perception of the social environment. Several explanations may help to 
understand how individuals’ perceptions can be converted into a collective construct of 
perceived social context. For instance, according to the social information processing 
theory (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978), the social context provides elements for 
constructing meaning. Individuals working in the same unit are exposed to a common 
reality, sharing the same contextual cues and referring to the same organizational social 
actors, which commonly guides their cognitions and perceptions. Furthermore, frequent 
social interactions and communication among members of the work group shape 
individual views and meanings, leading to the development of collective perceptions 
(Klein et al., 2001; Morgeson and Hofmann, 1999). Finally, according to the crossover 
model (Chen et al., 2015; Westman, 2001), three mechanisms are responsible for 
transferring positive perceptions or feelings within team and organizational contexts. 
Specifically, transmission i) can work through empathy (e.g., one’s perceptions of 
positive relationship-oriented behaviors performed by the social constituents may lead 
to the crossover of these positive perceptions to other team members); ii) may occur 
indirectly, following the interactions among colleagues (e.g., when an employee’s 
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positive PoSC increase, he or she has more positive interactions with social constituents 
and, thus, is motivated to provide positive task- related and/or relation-care behaviors); 
or iii) may emerge when all workers are exposed to the same levels of job resources 
(e.g., top management’s actions with regard to their attention to employee development) 
and, thus, probably experience the same types and levels of PoSC. 
Collective PoSC are defined as a composite and higher-order construct that 
summarizes its three dimensions, in a similar way as at the individual level (Consiglio et 
al., 2015). We posit that the distinct organizational social constituents may interact, 
simultaneously shaping employees’ collective perceptions of the social context and 
creating an overall effect that is greater than the sum of the individual facets (Bowen 
and Ostroff, 2004). Therefore, collective PoSC can be considered as a “Gestalt” 
construct (Schulte et al., 2006), defining the social context as an entirety, so that the 
collective perceptions of the main organizational social actors converge in a higher-
order concept.   
As mentioned above, shared PoSC may be viewed as contextual conditions that 
support, enrich, and protect individuals’ resources, such as resilience at work. Due to 
the increasing complexity of work environments characterized by hyper-competition 
and rapid changes (Sutcliffe and Vogus, 2003), attention has been paid to the potential 
role of resilience in crisis scenarios (Kaplan et al., 2013). Resilience in organizational 
settings is commonly defined as the process or capacity to adjust and thrive amidst 
adversity, going beyond the restoration of a “normal” level to learn and grow from 
difficulties and emerging stronger than before (Sutcliffe and Vogus, 2003). Thus, 
resilience is an important psychological ability which helps the employee to face the 
demand for flexibility, adaptation, and improvisation in situations characterized by 
change and uncertainty (Youssef and Luthans, 2007), but it also represents the need to 
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find unknown inner strengths and resources to cope effectively (Ganor and Ben-Lavy, 
2003). The resilience literature suggests that growing in the face of adversity 
significantly depends on the characteristics of social environments (Luthar et al., 2000) 
and the existence and quality of interpersonal relationships (Luthans et al., 2006). 
Indeed, a supportive workplace is likely to act as a contextual resource to help 
employees to successfully overcome difficulties and restore energy after setbacks 
(Luthans et al., 2008). However, not all relationships are equally valuable for resilience, 
since only high quality relationships can facilitate information sharing, collective sense-
making, learning processes, and problem solving (Carmeli et al., 2013; Paulus and 
Nijstad, 2003). We propose that PoSC are representative of high-quality relationships 
because they refer to the perception of positive behaviors performed by significant 
organizational constituents, and they appear to satisfy the core social motives that drive 
people in their interactions (Fiske, 2004). Colleagues reinforce feelings of belonging 
and trust through the development of solid and durable relationships, supervisors 
support and foster individual control and self-concepts via positive feedback, and top 
management ensures understanding by defining collective meanings, policies, and 
procedures. Therefore, we argue that when employees working in the same unit share 
positive perceptions of their supervisor, colleagues, and top management, are better able 
to develop work resilience. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
Hypothesis 1: Collective PoSC will be positively related to individual work 
resilience. 
Multilevel predictors of Job Satisfaction 
Job satisfaction has been defined as “…an evaluative state that expresses 
contentment with, and positive feelings about, one’s job” (Judge and Kammeyer-
Mueller, 2012, p. 347). It is, thus, a broad construct that comprises all or most of the 
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characteristics of the job itself and the work environment that employees find 
rewarding, fulfilling and satisfying (Weiss, 2002). Although job satisfaction reflects an 
evaluation of individual experiences, it is also likely to be affected by the attributes of 
the context where the individual operates (Ostroff, 1992, 1993). Social environment 
variables, such as relationships with coworkers and supervisors, predict satisfaction 
levels above and beyond the characteristics of the work itself (Judge and Kammeyer-
Mueller, 2012; Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006). Moreover, a substantial body of 
research has shown that perceptions of one’s context influence human responses, 
(Pritchard and Karasick, 1973; Schnake, 1983), so that employees may derive their job 
satisfaction from a context that they perceive as positive (Judge et al., 2000).  
There is empirical evidence from various sectors (e.g. public and private 
organizations, schools, the military) that individual PoSC can shape employees’ job 
satisfaction (Borgogni et al., 2010a; Borgogni et al., 2011a; Parker et al., 2003). 
However, given that employees collectively share the same work environment and the 
same leader, ultimately creating a bounded context, also collective perceptions may 
influence individual work attitudes. Accordingly, we assume that people may develop 
positive job attitudes not only when they individually perceive the organizational 
constituents favorably, but also when they share these positive perceptions. Based on 
this assumption, we suggest that when employees collectively perceive the supervisor, 
colleagues and top management positively, they will be highly satisfied with their jobs. 
Hence, we propose the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 2: Collective PoSC will be positively related to individual job 
satisfaction over time. 
Additionally, we take into consideration the relationship between the two 
proposed consequences of collective PoSC, namely individual work resilience and job 
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satisfaction. So far, studies on the antecedents of job satisfaction have mainly focused 
on employee characteristics like self-efficacy, core self-evaluations, and dispositional 
affect (Fernández-Ballesteros et al., 2002; Judge and Kammeyer-Mueller 2012). 
Although the literature on workplace resilience is still scarce, two studies have related 
resilience to job satisfaction (Larson and Luthans, 2006; Youssef and Luthans, 2007); 
however, both studies are correlational and cross-sectional, making it difficult to 
establish causal links. More recently, Liossis and colleagues (2009) showed that the 
Promoting Adult Resilience program led to a significant improvement in participants’ 
job satisfaction at a 6-month follow-up, providing evidence that interventions designed 
to strengthen work resilience influence job satisfaction over time. These results suggest 
that individuals with higher levels of work resilience are more likely to positively adapt 
to and successfully bounce back from negative events in the workplace, achieving 
higher motivational levels and rebounding beyond homeostasis (West et al., 2009); in 
turn, their job satisfaction can be enhanced.  Indeed, job satisfaction reflects individual 
evaluations of various aspects of the job. Because resilience allows people to 
proactively prepare for hardships and minimize the impact of stressors on work life 
(Shin et al., 2012), highly resilient people are more likely to evaluate these job aspects 
as less stressful, more positive, and more satisfying. Hence, we set the following 
hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 3: Individual work resilience will be positively related to individual 
job satisfaction over time. 
The Mediating Role of Job Satisfaction  
The link between job satisfaction and job performance has long been of interest 
to organizational psychologists, and several studies have suggested that job satisfaction 
is a key factor influencing productivity and job performance (Riketta, 2008). Recently, a 
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meta-analysis tested the causal links between job attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment) and performance, focusing on 16 longitudinal studies 
(Riketta, 2008). Regarding job satisfaction, results showed that, controlling for baseline 
performance, job satisfaction significantly influenced subsequent in- and extra-role 
performance, while the reverse causal effect was not statistically supported. These 
findings could be explained based on the literature that identifies job attitudes as 
proximal antecedents and guidelines for behaviors (e.g., Fishbein and Ajzen, 1974) and 
refers to the energizing and facilitative effects of positive affect (as one component of 
satisfaction) in the workplace (e.g., Staw et al., 1994). Therefore, we posit that the more 
satisfied employees are with their jobs, the more likely they are to engage in positive 
behaviors on the job, doing what is required of them. Thus, we test the possible 
mediating role of job satisfaction in the relationship between collective PoSC and 
individual performance, and between individual work resilience and performance.  
Drawing on the aforementioned empirical and theoretical evidence that identifies 
social context as an antecedent of job satisfaction, which in turn acts as a proximal 
determinant of behaviors, we assume that the more positively the work-unit collectively 
perceives its supervisor, colleagues, and top management, the more satisfied its 
members will be with the job and, in turn, the more likely they are to engage in positive 
behaviors, resulting in increased job performance. Previous research confirmed the full 
mediation of job satisfaction between PoSC and performance at the individual level 
(Borgogni et al., 2010a; Borgogni et al., 2011a). Thus, we propose that this relationship 
persists in the case of collective PoSC: 
Hypothesis 4: Individual job satisfaction fully mediates the relationship between 
collective PoSC and individual performance. 
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Previous research has suggested that resilience leads to increased job 
performance (Luthar, 1991; Luthans et al., 2005) because highly resilient employees are 
better prepared to rebound or recover from adversities, problems, and failures. They are 
more flexible in meeting modified demands, more open to new experiences, and more 
likely to use setbacks as “springboards” or opportunities for growth (Tugade and 
Fredrickson, 2004). Furthermore, building on our earlier explanation of the relationship 
between work resilience and job satisfaction, on the one hand, and the association 
between job satisfaction and performance, on the other, we predict that highly resilient 
employees will perform better because they experience more job satisfaction 
engendered by resilience. Therefore, work resilience may influence job satisfaction both 
directly and indirectly, via the mediating role of job satisfaction. Thus, we propose the 
following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 5: Individual job satisfaction partially mediates the relationship 
between individual work resilience and performance. 
Method 
Participants and Procedure 
A longitudinal study was conducted in the headquarters of one of the largest 
service companies in Italy, which has a staff of about 150,000 employees working in 
14,000 offices located throughout the country. The first data collection (Time 1) was 
carried out in June 2010; a total of 857 employees filled in the questionnaire, out of the 
1,158 who were initially contacted (response rate of 74%). The second set of data (Time 
2) was collected in February 2012, and 935 employees (out of the 1,493 involved) 
answered the questionnaire (response rate of 63%). The final sample consists of 305 
employees who responded at both times and could be clearly nested into a work-unit, 
defined as a unit of employees assigned to accomplish a set of tasks in a specific area 
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and supervised by the same leader. Participants were white-collar employees working in 
a variety of functional areas and distributed across 67 work-units, with an average of 
4.55 employees per unit. In addition, 53.4% were men, average age was 45 years (SD = 
8.21), and mean organizational tenure was 15.15 years (SD = 10.14). For both data 
collection times, employees received an email from the HR department announcing the 
research and another one from the researchers explaining the project and the web-based 
questionnaire. Participation was voluntary, and each respondent was assigned a code by 
the HR department, corresponding to his or her questionnaire, in order to match the 
answers to the questionnaire with the supervisory performance ratings and, at the same 
time, guarantee privacy. 
Measures 
The measures included: a) self-reports from the questionnaires on work 
resilience, PoSC and job satisfaction; and b) employees’ job performance, provided by 
the HR Department as an objective measure. All items were rated on a 7-point Likert 
scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).  
Work resilience. To assess employees’ resilience at Time 1, a 9-item scale was 
developed ad-hoc for the specific organizational context. Items were generated through 
meetings with key managers of the organization, using Flanagan’s (1954) critical 
incident technique in order to focus on the specific work context. Unlike previous 
measures, which have generally assessed protective factors or resources involving 
personal characteristics and coping styles (e.g., Connor and Davidson, 2003), items 
were framed as statements of the work-related ability to bounce back, resist illness, 
adapt to stress, or thrive in the face of adversity, based on the conceptualization by 
Smith and colleagues (2008). More specifically, the present scale aimed to assess 
resilience as bouncing back from stress in organizations; hence, contrary to existing 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  15 
 
broader scales, our items specifically referred to resilience in the job context. The full 
set of items is provided in the supplemental file. As exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is 
typically used in the process of scale development and construct validation (Brown, 
2006), we conducted a principal factor analyses (PFA) to explore the factorial structure 
of the work resilience scale, using a sample of 555 employees who participated in the 
Time 1 survey but were removed from the final sample of the present study. The results 
showed that the one-factor solution explained 43.96% of the total variance, and the 
factor loadings of the 9 items on the scale ranged between 0.57 and 0.74, indicating a 
solid factor (Costello and Osborne, 2005). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the 
scale was 0.87. Additionally, we performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the 
study sample (n = 305), using the Mplus software (Muthén and Muthén, 2012). The 
results of the CFA suggested that the 9-item scale (one-factor solution) fit the data well: 
χ2 (27) = 71.97, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92, SRMR = 0.04 (Hu and Bentler, 1999), and 
RMSEA = 0.08 (Browne and Cudeck, 1993). The Cronbach’s alpha for this sample was 
0.82. 
Perception of Social Context. A 17-item scale was used to assess employees’ 
perceptions of the social context (PoSC) at Time 1. The scale was previously validated 
in the same organizational context (Borgogni et al., 2010a) and consolidated through a 
meta-analytic procedure in various organizations (Borgogni et al., 2011a). The full set 
of items is provided in the supplemental file. The scale consists of three sub-
dimensions:  
a) Immediate supervisor. Five items assessed the employees’ perceptions of their 
immediate supervisor related to supporting and assisting co-workers, encouraging 
their involvement, treating them equally, and taking care of their professional 
development. The Cronbach’s alpha for this dimension was 0.93. 
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b) Colleagues. Four items measured the individuals’ perceptions of relationships among 
colleagues in terms of their reciprocal trust, integration of competences, mutual 
support, and cooperation in facing obstacles. The Cronbach’s alpha for this 
dimension was 0.88. 
c) Top management. Eight items referred to participants’ perceptions of top 
management’s actions with regard to attending to employee development, 
communicating organizational goals, procedures and policies, integrating units, and 
treating workers fairly. The Cronbach’s alpha for this dimension was 0.94. 
The three dimensions were aggregated to investigate the employee’s perceptions 
of social context as a composite construct, in order to emphasize the entire set of 
conditions in which the individual is deeply embedded and whose elements are strictly 
interrelated. To verify the factorial validity of PoSC as a higher-order construct, a 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed using Mplus (Muthén and Muthén, 
2012). A model with a second-order factor grouping the three PoSC sub-dimensions 
(CFA1) was tested and compared to a one-factor model (CFA2) and a three-factor 
correlated model (CFA3). To evaluate the model fit, we used the conventional indices 
(see Table 1), and we also tested the change in chi-square (ΔΧ2) across models. The 
results confirmed the adequacy of the second-order model (CFA1, Table 1), which 
provided a better fit than the others (CFA1 vs CFA2 ΔΧ2 (5) = 274.822, p < .001; CFA1 
vs CFA3 ΔΧ2 (3) = 62.83, p < .001), with all fit indices within the recommended criteria 
(Hu and Bentler, 1999). Moreover, all items loaded significantly on the respective latent 
variables, with coefficients ranging between .92 and .67, and the three latent variables 
loaded significantly on the second-order factor (β = .96, .67 and .60). The Cronbach’s 
alpha for the entire scale was 0.78.  
------------------------------------------------ 
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INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------------ 
Job satisfaction. Three items adapted from the job satisfaction scale by Judge 
and colleagues (1998) were used to assess employees’ job satisfaction at Time 2. We 
used the positively worded items, that is: “I feel fairly satisfied with my job”, “I am 
enthusiastic about my work”, and “I am finding real enjoyment in my work”. The 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.89. 
Job performance. Data on respondents’ performance were drawn from the 
organizational performance appraisal system at Time 2. The measure reflects the overall 
job performance ratings by supervisors and refers to the same year as the second survey. 
The performance appraisal system of the present organization is based on the 
organizational core-values, which include two overall dimensions assessed in the entire 
organizational population, and distinct factors that vary according to the professional 
families.  The two general values are “customer focus” (i.e., anticipate clients’ needs 
and expectations) and “openness” (i.e., explore new opportunities that contribute to the 
organizational change process).  Additionally, three further behavioral domains are 
assessed among Professionals (i.e., the present sample): “innovation” (i.e., think up and 
develop innovative solutions), “integration” (i.e., build up constructive relationships in 
order to achieve common goals), and “problem solving” (i.e., identify problems 
correctly and find appropriate solutions). Performance is measured on a 10-point scale 
(from 1 = Inadequate to 10 = Beyond expectations) once a year. A PFA supported the 
one-factor structure of the five separate indicators, suggesting that a single performance 
factor underlies the five behavioral domains. The factor solution explained 81.32% of 
the variance, and the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.94. 
Data Aggregation 
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Our data were hierarchically structured so that 305 employee-level cases (level 
1) were nested in 67 work-units (level 2). Work resilience, job satisfaction and job 
performance were used at level 1 (employee). PoSC were aggregated at level 2 (work-
unit); according to multilevel theory, this is defined as a direct consensus model (Chan, 
1998). To evaluate the effect of group membership on parameter estimates, the 
following tests were conducted: the Average Deviation index (ADM(J); Burke and 
Dunlap, 2002) was used to assess inter-rater agreement; reliability was assessed using 
the intraclass correlation coefficient – ICC(1) (Bliese, 2000); and one-way analyses of 
variance (ANOVA) were used to test for statistically significant differences between 
work-units (Kenny and LaVoie, 1985). Conventionally, values of 1.2 have been used as 
the traditional upper-limit cut-off point using a 7-point scale for ADM(J) (Burke and 
Dunlap, 2002), whereas values greater than .12 for ICC(1) are considered sufficient 
evidence to justify aggregation (Bliese, 2000). The ADM(J) and ICC(1) indices were 1.03 
and 0.18, respectively, indicating an adequate fit. Moreover, one-way ANOVA verified 
the existence of statistically significant differences between work-units, F (66, 304) = 
2.215, p < 0.001. Taken together, the reported indexes provided empirical justification 
for aggregating the individual data on PoSC at the work-unit level. Thus, the three 
dimensions of PoSC were aggregated at the collective level, by averaging the individual 
perceptions for all the employees in the same work-unit in order to obtain the final data.  
Data Analyses 
To test our hypotheses, we employed hierarchical linear modeling (Bryk and 
Raudenbush, 1992) as a statistical framework for our data analyses by using LISREL 
8.8 (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 2006). This program can fit models to outcome variables 
that generate a linear model with explanatory variables which account for variations at 
each level, utilizing variables specified at each level. Moreover, it not only estimates 
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model coefficients at each level, but it also predicts the random effects associated with 
each sampling unit at each level. Conventional statistical analyses violate the 
assumption of independence of observations due to the hierarchical structure of the data, 
which may lead to spurious results (Hox, 2002). However, multilevel regression 
analyses take into account the potential group membership effects when examining the 
hypothesized level-1 relationships, and when examining the hypothesized cross-level 
relationships. They allow to make simultaneous inferences about the effects of 
variations in the independent variables at the individual and work-unit levels on the 
dependent variables. Using Bryk and Raudenbush’s (1992) notation, this is the form of 
the model: 
Level 1: Performance T2ij = β0j + β1j(Resilience T1ij) + β2j(Satisfaction T2ij) + rij 
Level 2: β0j = γ00 + γ01(PoSC T1j) + u0j 
β1j = γ10 
β2j = γ20 
In the analyses, all predictor variables were grand-mean centered to facilitate 
model estimation (Hofmann and Gavin, 1998). As stated in the last two rows of the 
equation, the slopes between individual-level variables (resilience at Time 1 and 
satisfaction at Time 2) are fixed; therefore, they are not allowed to randomly vary across 
groups. 
In order to test Hypotheses 4 and 5 regarding mediation, we used Sobel’s (1988) 
test of indirect effects, which, according to MacKinnon and colleagues (2007), provides 
a better balance between Type I and Type II errors. 
Results 
We initially checked our data for normality (Muthén and Kaplan, 1985). The 
assumption of normality was not violated. The results of the analyses can be obtained 
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from the first author upon request. Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and 
correlations among the variables at the individual level. As the table shows, the 
correlations between work resilience and PoSC were significant and positive, as were 
their correlations with job satisfaction. In turn, job satisfaction showed a significant and 
positive correlation with job performance. No significant correlations were found 
between work resilience and job performance or between PoSC and job performance. 
We also included demographic variables (i.e., gender, age and organizational tenure) in 
the correlation table. 
------------------------------------------------ 
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------------ 
Multi-level Analyses and Tests of Hypotheses 
As Hypothesis 1 proposes, the relation between work-unit PoSC and work 
resilience was significant and positive (β = 0.25, p < 0.01). Furthermore, supporting 
Hypotheses 2 and 3, the association between work-unit PoSC and job satisfaction was 
significant and positive (β = 0.54, p < 0.001), as was the relation between work 
resilience and job satisfaction (β = 0.45, p < 0.001). Then, several models were 
estimated, each differing in the number of predictors included in the analyses. In the 
first model (Model 0), no predictor variables were added, and this model was used to 
determine the percentage of total variance in the dependent variable (i.e., performance) 
attributable to between-group variance. Model 0 reveals that a significant proportion of 
the total variance in individual performance at Time 2 (15%) was explained by work-
unit membership (see Table 3). Significant variance between units justifies the inclusion 
of predictors at the unit-level of analysis.  
------------------------------------------------ 
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INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------------ 
Once significant between-unit variance had been demonstrated in Model 0, 
individual-level predictors (i.e., work resilience and job satisfaction) were included in 
Model 1. As Table 3 shows, job satisfaction was significantly related to performance, 
while no significant relationship was found between resilience and performance. These 
results contrast somewhat with our Hypothesis 5, which predicted that employees’ job 
satisfaction partially mediates the relationship between employees’ work resilience and 
performance, because they reveal a non-significant direct relationship between work 
resilience and job performance. In order to further assess mediation, Sobel’s test was 
performed, and it was significant (t = 2.20, p < 0.05), thus supporting the job 
satisfaction link in the mediation process. 
Next, a unit-level predictor (i.e., PoSC) was included in Model 2, which 2 
included both predictors at the individual and collective levels. As Table 3 shows, there 
was no significant association between PoSC and performance. These results confirm 
our Hypothesis 4, which predicted that employees’ job satisfaction would fully mediate 
the relationship between work-unit PoSC and employees’ performance. In order to 
further assess mediation, Sobel’s test was performed, and it was significant (t = 2.31, p 
< 0.05), supporting the collective PoSC link in the mediation process. Finally, it should 
be noted that the final complete model explains 17% of the variance in job performance. 
------------------------------------------------ 
INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------------ 
Discussion 
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The study suggests that collective PoSC represent an important social 
environment component, affecting individual work resilience (supporting Hypothesis 
1). Second, our results offer an innovative perspective on the multilevel antecedents of 
job satisfaction. In fact, collective PoSC and individual work resilience were shown to 
have a positive effect on individual job satisfaction at the individual and cross levels, 
respectively (supporting Hypotheses 2 and 3). Finally, PoSC and work resilience were 
found to be indirectly and positively related to employees’ performance through job 
satisfaction. That is, job satisfaction is the pathway through which collective PoSC and 
individual resilience promote employees’ performance (supporting Hypothesis 4 and 
partially Hypothesis 5). Our findings provide implications for research and practice. 
Research Implications 
As first research implication, we discussed the relevance of advancing the theory 
at the individual level by adding a multilevel perspective to social context analysis. 
Thus, we provided evidence about the power of the PoSC variable at the collective level 
of analysis. 
Second, we found that collective PoSC are representative of contextual factors 
or resources that may better prepare employees to quickly “bounce back” after setbacks. 
In this light, PoSC can be considered a supportive context that acts as a source of 
strength during times of stress through high-quality relationships with salient 
organizational constituents. The idea that supportive environments may create the 
necessary positive conditions for the development of resilience has been established in 
the literature (e.g., Luthans et al., 2008); however, to our knowledge, no other studies 
have provided evidence for the relationship between shared work-unit perceptions of 
social context and individual work resilience. Thus, researchers need to account for the 
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influence of both individual and work-unit level predictors, in order to more fully 
explain the variance in employees’ resilience. 
The third implication underscores the relevance of job satisfaction as mediator 
between multilevel antecedents (i.e., collective PoSC and individual resilience) and 
individual performance. First, we found that high levels of work-unit PoSC provide a 
shared positive organizational context that supports employees’ job satisfaction over 
time, and in this way affect job performance. Although studies have shown that 
employees are more satisfied when they perceive organizational constituents positively 
(e.g., Borgogni et al., 2010a), our result is noteworthy because it extends this link to the 
work-unit level, while previous research focused on the individual level. Second, the 
role of job satisfaction as mediator in the relationship between work resilience and 
performance over time suggests that resilience works indirectly on performance via job 
satisfaction. This result is remarkable because, to our knowledge, this is the first study 
to explicitly examine the relationship between work resilience and job performance 
rated by supervisors over time, and it failed to demonstrate a direct link. Although 
further investigation is needed, this finding seems to challenge the widely 
acknowledged statement that higher resilience predicts higher performance (Sutcliffe 
and Vogus, 2003).  
Practical Implications 
Due to the prominent role played by collective PoSC in generating work 
resilience, job satisfaction and subsequent job performance, we propose practical 
suggestions for activities or interventions designed to support the engendering or 
maintenance of a positive social context at work. Although the operationalization of 
collective PoSC as a high-order construct that includes the three organizational social 
constituents allows us to uncover the influence of the complete and broader social 
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context, in order to address these perceptions it is necessary to disentangle the main 
social actors and account for each of them separately. To enhance the immediate 
supervisor’s positive perceptions, interventions are recommended to support leadership. 
A coaching program could be implemented to train supervisors to: (a) diagnose 
individuals’ characteristics and the activities that best match them; (b) understand the 
opportunities and boundaries of each employee in order to support the expression of 
personal talents; (c) set challenging goals for each employee; (d) deliver constructive 
feedback that facilitates employees’ growth; and (e) understand and manage the 
relationship with employees (Borgogni et al., 2010a). To improve the perceptions of 
relationships among colleagues, managers should promote a prosocial orientation 
characterized by cooperativeness and sharing, developing strong and stable within-
group interactions and ensuring feelings of belonging and trust. Managers can use 
strategies to promote group cooperation and cohesion (e.g., team building and team 
development). Finally, given their global position, managers can take advantage of 
opportunities to proactively influence and shape the PoSC related to themselves and the 
other constituents. Accordingly, top management needs to transmit a clear mission, 
provide transparency in communications, convey equity and trust, and integrate 
different units. For this purpose, an organizational analysis could be conducted to avoid 
overlaps in roles and positions, increase interdependence among leaders of the different 
units, and establish group goals (Borgogni et al., 2011b).  
Additionally, given the importance of work resilience in engendering job satisfaction 
and performance, organizations may want to set up interventions to support employees’ 
resilience. A proactive approach can be adopted (Luthans et al., 2006), which would 
involve structuring the organization around the anticipation of the need for resilience 
through two strategies: (a) proactive prevention and reduction of risk or stress and (b) 
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enhancement of personal and available organizational resources. A reactive approach 
can also be used to enhance individual resilience (Luthans et al., 2006) by reinforcing 
positive emotional experiences at work (Fredrickson, 2001). 
Limitations and Research Directions 
The study presents some limitations that highlight important avenues for future 
research. First, our operationalization of collective PoSC did not quantify differences in 
the effects of each of the three social constituents. However, taken together, PoSC 
represent the contextual conditions shaped by organizational members’ actions and 
become an overall construct. Thus, our initial results suggest that PoSC can be an 
important contextual condition affecting individual self-evaluations and attitudes. 
Moreover, the impact of the group variable above and beyond the individual-level 
measure may be tested. Second, measures taken from the same source at the same time 
are potentially at risk of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), which could 
only affect our independent variables. However, the use of self-reports was justified by 
the nature of the constructs because employees are the most accurate source of their 
own internal perceptions (i.e., PoSC) and self-evaluations (i.e., work-resilience). 
Moreover, the mediator (i.e., job satisfaction) was collected at a different point in time, 
and the outcome (i.e., job performance) was derived from a different source, reducing 
the risk of common method variance. Another limitation is related to the construction of 
the items. In our study, all variables were assessed at the individual level and had the 
individual as their referent. An explicit work-unit referent might have been more 
appropriate for those items that referred to PoSC because they tend to produce less 
disagreement within groups and more variability among groups (Klein et al., 2001). 
However, our aggregation indices (i.e., ICC(1) and ADM(J)) meet the criteria to justify 
consensus. Another related issue has to do with the tailor-made scale used for work 
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resilience. Although this measure has the strength to be specific for the particular work 
context, making it applicable to other work contexts might be more challenging. Future 
studies are needed to compare our measure with other well-established work resilience 
scales to determine its suitability or use it in different contexts.  
We encourage researchers to expand the focus from within-person studies to the 
team and/or organizational level in order to enrich our understanding of organizational 
processes in a more comprehensive way. For example, it would be worthwhile to find 
out whether the satisfaction-performance relationship is stronger at the collective (vs. 
individual) level of analysis, although some efforts have been made in this direction 
(Whitman et al., 2010). Finally, although our initial findings are encouraging, they are 
based on a sample taken from a large service company in Italy. Thus, it is important to 
extend the generalizability of our results to different organizational contexts, such as 
small and medium-sized enterprises.  
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  27 
 
References 
Bales RF (1950) Interaction Process Analysis: A Method for the Study of Small Groups. 
Addison-Wesley.  
Bandura A (1986) Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
Bliese PD (2000) Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: 
Implications for data aggregation and analysis. In Klein KJ, Kozlowski SW (eds) 
Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, 349–381. 
Borgogni L, Dello Russo S, Di Tecco C, Alessandri G and Vecchione M (2011a, 
August) Social cognitive theory as reference frame for perceptions of context. 
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management, San 
Antonio, Texas. 
Borgogni L, Dello Russo S and Latham G (2011b) The Relationship of Employee 
Perceptions of the Immediate Supervisor and Top Management with Collective 
Efficacy. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies 18(1): 5–13.  
Borgogni L, Dello Russo S, Petitta L and Vecchione M (2010a) Predicting job 
satisfaction and job performance in a privatized organization. International 
Public Management Journal 13(3): 275–296.  
Borgogni L, Petitta L and Mastrorilli A (2010b) Correlates of Collective Efficacy in the 
Italian Air Force. Applied Psychology: An International Review 59(3): 515–537.  
Bowen DE and Ostroff C (2004) Understanding HRM-Firm Performance Linkages: The 
Role of the “Strength” of the HRM System. The Academy of Management 
Review 29(2): 203–221. 
Brown TA (2006) Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research. New York: 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  28 
 
Guilford Press. 
Browne MW and Cudeck R (1993) Alternative ways of assessing model fiIt. In Bollen 
KA, Long JS (eds): Testing structural equations models. Newbury Park, CA: 
Sage, 136–162. 
 Bryk AS and Raudenbush SW (1992) Hierarchical linear models: Applications and 
data analysis. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
Burke CS, Stagl KC, Salas E, Pierce L and Kendall D (2006) Understanding team 
adaptation: A conceptual analysis and model. Journal of Applied Psychology 
91(6): 1189–1207. 
Burke MJ and Dunlap WP (2002) Estimating Interrater Agreement with the Average 
Deviation Index: A User's Guide. Organizational Research Methods 5(2): 159-
172.  
Carmeli A, Friedman Y and Tishler A (2013) Cultivating a resilient top management 
team: The importance of relational connections and strategic decision 
comprehensiveness. Safety Science 51(1): 148–159.  
Chan D (1998) The Conceptualization and Analysis of Change Over Time: An 
Integrative Approach Incorporating Longitudinal Mean and Covariance 
Structures Analysis (LMACS) and Multiple Indicator Latent Growth Modeling 
(MLGM). Organizational Research Methods 1(4): 421–483.  
Chen S, Westman M and Hobfoll SE (2015) The Commerce and Crossover of 
Resources: Resource Conservation in the Service of Resilience. Stress and 
Health 31(2): 95–105. 
Connor KM and Davidson JT (2003) Development of a new resilience scale: The 
Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC). Depression and Anxiety 18(2): 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  29 
 
76-82.  
Consiglio C, Borgogni L, Di Tecco C and Schaufeli W (in press). What makes 
employees engaged with their work? The role of self-efficacy and employee’s 
perceptions of social context over time. Career Development International. 
Costello AB and Osborne JW (2005) Best practices in exploratory factor analysis: Four 
recommendations for getting the most from your analysis. Practical Assessment 
Research and Evaluation 10(7). 
Diestel S, Wegge J and Schmidt KH (2014) The Impact of Social Context on the 
Relationship Between Individual Job Satisfaction and Absenteeism: The Roles 
of Different Foci of Job Satisfaction and Work-Unit Absenteeism. Academy of 
Management Journal 57(2): 353–382. 
Fernández-Ballesteros R, Díez-Nicolás J, Caprara G, Barbaranelli C and Bandura A 
(2002) Determinants and Structural Relation of Personal Efficacy to Collective 
Efficacy. Applied Psychology: An International Review 51(1): 107–125.  
Fishbein M and Ajzen I (1974) Attitudes towards objects as predictors of single and 
multiple behavioral criteria. Psychological Review 81(1): 59–74.  
Fiske, ST (2004) Social Beings: A Core Motives Approach to Social Psychology. New 
York: Wiley. 
Flanagan JC (1954) The critical incident technique. Psychological Bulletin 51(4): 327–
358.  
Fredrickson BL (2001) The role of positive emotions in positive psychology: The 
broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions. American Psychologist 56(3): 
218–226. 
Ganor M and Ben-Lavy Y (2003) Community resilience: Lessons derived from Gilo 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  30 
 
under fire. Journal of Jewish Communal Service: 105–108. 
Griffin, MA (2007) Specifying organizational contexts: Systematic links between 
contexts and processes in organizational behavior. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior 28: 859–863.   
He H, Baruch Y and Lin CP (2014) Modeling team knowledge sharing and team 
flexibility: The role of within-team competition. Human Relations 67(8): 947–
978. 
Hobfoll SE (1989) Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. 
American Psychologist 44(3): 513–524. 
Hofmann DA and Gavin MB (1998) Centering Decisions in Hierarchical Linear 
Models: Implications for Research in Organizations. Journal of Management 
24(5): 623–641.  
Hofmann DA, Griffin MA and Gavin MB (2000) The application of hierarchical linear 
modeling to organizational research. In Klein KJ, Kozlowski SWJ (eds): 
Multilevel Theory, Research, and Methods in Organizations. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, 467–511. 
Hox JJ (2002) Multilevel analysis: Techniques and applications. Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Hu L and Bentler P (1999) Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation 
Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal 6(1): 1–55.  
Johns, G (2006) The essential impact of context on organizational behavior. Academy of 
Management Review 31: 386-408. 
Jöreskog KG and Sörbom D (2006) LISREL 8.80. Lincolnwood, IL: Scientific Software 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  31 
 
Intemational, Inc. 
 Judge TA, Bono JE and Locke EA (2000) Personality and Job Satisfaction: The 
Mediating Role of Job Characteristics. Journal of Applied Psychology 85(2): 
237–249.  
Judge TA and Kammeyer-Mueller JD (2012) Job Attitudes. Annual Review of 
Psychology 63(1): 341–367.  
Judge TA, Locke EA, Durham CC and Kluger AN (1998) Dispositional Effects on Job 
and Life Satisfaction: The Role of Core Evaluations. Journal of Applied 
Psychology 83(1): 17–34.  
Kaplan S, LaPort K and Waller MJ (2013) The role of positive affectivity in team 
effectiveness during crises. Journal of Organizational Behavior 34(4): 473–491.  
Kenny DA and LaVoie L (1985) Separating individual and group effects. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology 48(2): 339–348.  
Klein KJ, Conn A, Smith D and Sorra J (2001) Is Everyone in Agreement? An 
Exploration of Within-Group Agreement in Employee Perceptions of the Work 
Environment. Journal of Applied Psychology 86(1): 3–16.  
Kozlowski SJ and Hattrup K (1992) A Disagreement About Within-Group Agreement: 
Disentangling Issues of Consistency Versus Consensus. Journal of Applied 
Psychology 77(2): 161–167.  
Kozlowski SJ and Ilgen DR (2006) Enhancing the Effectiveness of Work Groups and 
Teams. Psychological Science in The Public Interest 7(3): 77–124.  
Larson M and Luthans F (2006) Potential Added Value of Psychological Capital in 
Predicting Work Attitudes. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies 
13(1): 45–62.  
Li N, Kirkman BL and Porter COLH (2014) Toward a Model of Work Team Altruism. 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  32 
 
Academy of Management Review 39(4): 541–565. 
Liossis PL, Shochet IM, Millear PM and Biggs H (2009) The Promoting Adult 
Resilience (PAR) Program: The Effectiveness of the Second, Shorter Pilot of a 
Workplace Prevention Program. Behaviour Change 26(2): 97–112.  
Luthans F, Avolio BJ, Walumbwa FO and Li W (2005) The Psychological Capital of 
Chinese Workers: Exploring the Relationship with Performance. Management 
and Organization Review 1(2): 249–271.  
Luthans F, Norman SM, Avolio BJ and Avey JB (2008) The mediating role of 
psychological capital in the supportive organizational climate–employee 
performance relationship. Journal of Organizational Behavior 29(2): 219–238.  
Luthans F, Vogelgesang GR and Lester PB (2006) Developing the psychological capital 
of resiliency. Human Resource Development Review 5(1): 25–44.  
Luthar SS (1991) Vulnerability and resilience: A study of high-risk adolescents. Child 
Development 62(3): 600–616.  
Luthar SS, Cicchetti D and Becker B (2000) The construct of resilience: a critical 
evaluation and guidelines for future work. Child Development 71(3): 543–562.  
MacKinnon DP, Fairchild AJ and Fritz MS (2007) Mediation analysis. Annual Review 
of Psychology 58: 593–614. 
Morgeson FP and Hofmann DA (1999) The Structure and Function Of Collective 
Constructs: Implications for Multilevel Research and Theory Development. 
Academy of Management Review 24(2): 249–265 
Morgeson FP and Humphrey SE (2006) The Work Design Questionnaire (WDQ): 
Developing and Validating a Comprehensive Measure for Assessing Job Design 
and the Nature of Work. Journal of Applied Psychology 91(6): 1321–1339.  
Mowday RT and Sutton RI (1993) Organizational Behavior: Linking Individuals and 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  33 
 
Groups to Organizational Contexts. Annual Review of Psychology 44(1): 195–
229. 
Muthén B and Kaplan D (1985) A comparison of some methodologies for the factor 
analysis of non-normal Likert variables. British Journal of Mathematical and 
Statistical Psychology 38: 171–189.  
Muthén L and Muthén BO (2012) Mplus user’s guide. Los Angeles, CA: Muthén & 
Muthén. 
Ostroff C (1992) The Relationship Between Satisfaction, Attitudes, and Performance: 
An Organizational Level Analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology 77(6): 963–
974.  
Ostroff C (1993) Comparing Correlations Based on Individual-Level and Aggregated 
Data. Journal of Applied Psychology 78(4): 569–582.  
Parker CP, Baltes BB, Young SA, Huff RA, Altmann RA, Lacost HA and Roberts JE 
(2003) Relationships between Psychological Climate Perceptions and work 
outcomes: A Meta-Analytic review. Journal of Organizational Behavior 24(4): 
389–416.  
Paulus PB and Nijstad BA (2003) Group creativity: Innovation through collaboration. 
New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 
Pfeffer J (1991) Organization Theory and Structural Perspectives on Management. 
Journal of Management 17(4): 789–803. 
Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SB, Jeong-Yeon L and Podsakoff NP (2003) Common 
Method Biases in Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of the Literature and 
Recommended Remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology 88(5): 879–903.  
Pritchard RD and Karasick BW (1973) The Effects of Organizational Climate on 
Managerial Job Performance and Job Satisfaction. Organizational Behavior and 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  34 
 
Human Decision Processes 9(1): 126–146.  
Raudenbush S and Bryk A (2002) Hierarchical linear models: Applications and data 
analysis methods (2nd ed.) Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Riketta M (2008) The Causal Relation Between Job Attitudes and Performance: a Meta-
Analysis of Panel Studies. Journal of Applied Psychology 93(2): 472–481.  
Salancik GR and Pfeffer J (1978) A social information processing approach to job 
attitudes and task design. Administrative Science Quarterly 23(2): 224–253.  
Schnake ME (1983) An Empirical Assessment of the Effects of Affective Response in 
the Measurement of Organizational Climate. Personnel Psychology 36(4): 791–
807.  
Schulte M, Ostroff C and Kinicki AJ (2006) Organizational climate systems and 
psychological climate perceptions: A cross-level study of climate-satisfaction 
relationships. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 79: 645–
671. 
Shin J, Taylor MS and Seo M (2012) Resources for change: the relationships of 
organizational inducements and psychological resilience to employees’ attitudes 
and behaviors toward organizational change. Academy of Management Journal 
55(3): 727–748.  
Smith B, Dalen J, Wiggins K, Tooley E, Christopher P and Bernard J (2008) The brief 
resilience scale: Assessing the ability to bounce back. International Journal of 
Behavioral Medicine 15(3): 194–200.  
Sobel ME (1988) Direct and indirect effects in linear structural equation models. In 
Long JS (ed): Common problems/proper solutions. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage, pp. 
46–64. 
Staw BM, Sutton RI and Pelled LH (1994) Employee positive emotion and favorable 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  35 
 
outcomes at the workplace. Organization Science 5(1): 51–71.  
Sutcliffe KM and Vogus TJ (2003) Organizing for resilience. In Cameron KS, Dutton 
JE, Quinn RE (eds): Positive organizational scholarship: Foundations of a new 
discipline. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler, pp. 94–110. 
Tugade MM and Fredrickson BL (2004) Resilient individuals use positive emotions to 
bounce back from negative emotional experiences. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology 86(2): 320–333.  
Weiss HM (2002) Deconstructing job satisfaction: separating evaluations, beliefs and 
affective experiences. Human Resources Management Review 12(2): 173–194.  
West BJ, Patera JL and Carsten MK (2009) Team level positivity: investigating positive 
psychological capacities and team level outcomes. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior 30(2): 249–267.  
Westman M (2001) Stress and strain crossover. Human Relations 54: 557–591. 
Whitman DS, Van Rooy DL and Viswesvaran C (2010) Satisfaction, Citizenship 
Behaviors, and Performance in Work Units: A Meta-Analysis of Collective 
Construct Relations. Personnel Psychology 63(1): 41–81.  
Youssef CM and Luthans F (2007) Positive organizational behavior in the workplace. 
The impact of hope, optimism and resiliency. Journal of Management 33(5): 
774–800.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
SHORT TITLE: From Social Context and Resilience  36 
 
Table 1.  
Fit indices of alternative PoSC models for CFA 
Model X2 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 
CFA1. Second-order factor model 184.727 114 0.92 0.90 0.08 .07 
CFA2. One-factor model 432.549 119 0.62 0.57 0.20 .14 
CFA3. Three-factor model 247.584 117 0.84 0.82 0.13 .27 
Note. df = degree of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker Lewis Fit 
Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized 
Root Mean Square Residual
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Table 2 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among variables at individual level (N = 305) 
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. PoSC (T1) 4.76 0.91 -      
2. Work Resilience (T1) 5.49 0.65 0.38** -     
3. Job Satisfaction (T2) 5.03 1.04 0.38** 0.29** -    
4. Performance (T2) 7.73 1.02 0.04 0.08 0.13* -   
5. Gender 1.47 0.49 -0.04 -0.04 -0.02 -0.07 -  
6. Age 45.09 8.21 0.01 0.01 0.09 -.21** -0.09 - 
7. Organizational tenure 15.15 10.14 0.01 -0.03 0.13* -0.22** 0.07 0.79** 
Note. PoSC = Perception of Social Context; T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; Gender: 1 = Male, 2 = Female. 
* p< .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table 3 
Hierarchical Linear Models results 
Variables 
 DV = Performance (T2) 
 Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 
 β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) 
Intercept  7.75*** (.08) 7.04*** (.29) 6.99*** (.30) 
Resilience (T1)   0.06 (.09) 0.06 (.09) 
Job Satisfaction (T2)   0.14* (.06) 0.15* (.06) 
Work-unit PoSC (T1)    -0.12 (.17) 
Pseudo R-squared  .15 .17 .17 
Variance level 2  0.16* (.07) 0.17* (.07) 0.17* (.07) 
Variance level 1  0.89*** (.08) 0.84*** (.08) 0.84*** (.08) 
-2 * log (likelihood)  846.57 822.94 822.38 
df  3 5 6 
Note. Pseudo R-squared was calculated as the sum of total variance attributable to 
within and between variance components (Singer, 1998). PoSC = Perception of social 
Context; T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2. 
* p< 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Figure 1. The final model with standardized path coefficients (N = 305). Dotted lines show no significant path. 
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